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EXPLORING GENDER’S DIFFERENCES ON PURCHASE INTENTIONS OF 
PROTOTYPICAL AND ME-TOO BRANDS 
 
ABSTRACT 
The current study examines gender’s differences on self-confidence, perceived 
quality, extrinsic attributes, perceived risk and purchase intentions of prototypical and 
me-too brands from a Generation Y perspective. A pen and paper survey was 
administered to 348 students at three Australian universities. Males held significantly 
higher perceived social/physical and financial/performance risks than females for the 
prototypical brand. Males also demonstrated significantly higher perceived 
social/physical and time risks than females for the me-too brands. However, males 
had significantly higher self-confidence in both the prototypical and me-too brands, 
and also higher purchase intentions for the me-too brands than females. 
Understanding the factors underlying Generation Y’s consumer behavior is important 
due to their considerable consumption potential and the increasing sophistication of 
brands in the marketplace. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
There is a general consensus amongst researchers that Generation Y (Gen Y) ranges 
from 1977 to 1994 (e.g., Bartlett, 2004; Sullivan and Heitmeyer, 2008), making the 
cohort the largest demographic segment of consumers in most developed countries 
(Rugimbana, 2007). Gen Y consumers are more aware of their purchasing power and 
are likely to spend their cash as quickly as they acquire it, usually on consumer goods 
and personal services (Der Hovanesian, 1999). Shaped by Nintendo and MTV, Gen Y 
holds civic and hopeful perceptions along with grand ambitions (Marciniak, 2002). 
While susceptible to chronic boredom, short attention spans and mistrust of the media 
(Paul, 2001), they are early adopters of new technologies and are extensive internet 
users (Kumar and Lim, 2008). Gen Y appears to be fickle and contradictory (Bartlett, 
2004). Yet, they are socially (Sullivan and Heitmeyer, 2008), environmentally 
(Harwood, 2002) and brand conscious, demonstrating willingness to pay more for 
brands that represent quality (Sullivan and Heitmeyer, 2008). 
 
Prototypical brand leaders promise better quality, are conveniently packaged, more 
accessible and more responsive to after-sales service, giving them higher visibility 
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(Carpenter and Nakamoto, 1989), acting as entry barriers to followers (Lane, 1980) 
and making switching costs difficult for consumers (Schmalensee, 1982). Me-too 
follower brands are the result of the competition’s efforts to gain market share from 
prototypical brands. With technology, me-too brands’ responses to a prototypical 
brand are faster, allowing them to appear soon after the launch of a prototypical 
brand, thus shortening the phase in which a unique concept can expect to reap 
premium prices and high margins (Centaur Communications Limited, 2007a, 2007b). 
 
A lack of understanding exists about the motivations behind Gen Y’s consumption 
(Rugimbana, 2007), since the cohort comprises heterogeneous individuals aged 
between 15 and 32 years with diverse needs (Noble et al., 2009). Further, little is 
known about the marketplace behaviors of older, university-aged members of Gen Y 
(Martin and Turley, 2004). Given these gaps in the literature, the current study 
explores the motivations and perceptions of university-aged Gen Y consumers when 
choosing brands of consumer electronics. Specifically, we examine gender’s 
differences on Gen Y’s self-confidence, perceived quality, extrinsic attributes, 




Socialization theory is the most common ground for understanding how young 
consumers learn to shop. The accepted definition of consumer socialization is the 
“processes by which young people acquire skills, knowledge, and attitude relevant to 
their functioning as consumers in the marketplace” (Ward, 1974, p. 2). Two themes of 
socialization theory are pertinent to the current study. The first emerging theme is the 
idea of “gaining freedom” through the use of products or specific consumption 
experiences. Young people are seemingly aware of their increasing knowledge of 
consumption, yet often struggle in the marketplace in light of their new role as 
consumer, independent of their parents and friends. The second emerging theme is the 
notion of “finding oneself.” As young people mature and find themselves as adults, 
they back away from parental influence and try to determine where and how friends 




Consumer self-confidence refers to the level of self-assurance a consumer exhibits in 
guarding against being misled or mistreated in marketing exchanges (Gerbing et al, 
1994) and the degree of self-confidence a consumer displays in a particular marketing 
situation (Locander and Hermann, 1979). In specific marketing contexts when Gen Y 
consumers feel threatened or restricted to act, they may be motivated to restore their 
sense of autonomy (Noble et al., 2009) by asserting themselves and regaining self-
confidence in a product or brand. 
 
Perceived quality is an attitude that results from the comparison of consumer 
expectations with the actual performance (Parasuraman et al., 1985). More recently, 
Gronroos (2000) proposed that service quality be described in terms of attitudes and 
behavior, professionalism and skills, reputation and credibility, reliability and 
trustworthiness. Trust in a brand’s ability to deliver technical and functional quality is 
likely to motivate Gen Y seeking value in the marketplace (Noble et al., 2009).   
 
Consumers tend to rely on extrinsic or tangible cues such as a product’s brand, 
physical appearance, purchase price (Dawar and Parker, 1994; Rao and Monroe, 
1989) and country of origin (Fandos and Flavian, 2006; Kim, 2008) to determine its 
quality. When purchasing a prototypical brand, Gen Y consumers appear to derive 
comfort from its brand name and pricing to justify their premium purchase (Noble et 
al., 2009).   
 
In consumer behavior, risk is viewed in terms of a potential perceived financial, 
performance, psychological, social, physical and time loss occurring (Peter and Ryan, 
1976; Sjoberg, 1980). Gen Y appears to: (1) conduct a basic cost/benefit analysis of 
the product when dealing with financial risk; (2) look for a trade-off between the cost 
and investment value of the product when assessing performance risk (i.e., when 
purchasing a high-priced brand, they believe this to be a good investment that is built 
to last); (3) demonstrate reactance tendencies such as post purchase dissonance when 
responding to psychological risk; (4) balance their individualism with their desire to 
conform to peer groups and trends when coping with social risk (i.e., some choose to 
blend in with the crowd, while others to blend out) and (5) conduct comparison 
shopping to find a brand with the right benefits for the right price and gain a sense of 




MP3 players were selected as the product category in the current study for their 
considerable popularity amongst Gen Y. The university student segment was targeted 
for its market size, trendsetting status, positioning as early-adopters, influence over 
parental purchasers, probability of higher standards of living associated with an 
university degree and lifelong brand loyalties acquired during these formative years 
(Noble et al., 2007; Wolburg and Pokrywezynski, 2001). Consequently, a self-
administered, pen and paper survey was administered to undergraduate and 
postgraduate students at three universities in metropolitan Perth in Western Australia. 
 
The survey’s scale items were selected from Laroche et al. (2004) and Mieres et al. 
(2006) for their reliability in buying situations (α ≥ 0.83) and adapted to ensure 
relevance to the current study. Perceived risk for the Apple iPod (prototypical brand) 
and the other brands of MP3 players (me-too brands) were measured by 20 items 
respectively (e.g., I am afraid that an Apple iPod / another brand of MP3 player would 
negatively affect what others think of me). Self-confidence with the MP3 players was 
measured by 13 items (e.g., Compared with most MP3 player buyers, I consider 
myself a good buyer). Extrinsic attributes of MP3 players that determine quality was 
measured by seven items (e.g., The more expensive the MP3 player, the better the 
quality). Perceived quality between the MP3 players was measured by four items 
(e.g., There is not much difference in terms of quality between the Apple iPod brand 
and the other brands). Purchase intentions for the Apple iPod (prototypical brand) and 
the other brands of MP3 players (me-too brands) were measured by four items 
respectively (e.g., I will purchase an Apple iPod / another brand of MP3 player the 
next time I need an MP3 player). Finally, demographics were measured by seven 
questions related to gender, age, marital status, occupation, home ownership, 
education and income.  
 
RESULTS 
The purposive sample in the current study was drawn from a Gen Y university-aged 
population; 362 completed surveys were collected. Fourteen surveys (4 percent) were 
not included in data analysis because they were unusable due to erroneous reporting. 
This resulted in 348 usable surveys. Gender and age characteristics were 
representative of the general student population in Australia. The sample consisted of 
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51 percent males and 49 percent females. The majority of the sample (77 percent) was 
aged between 20 to 34 years, while only 22 percent was under 20 years. About a third 
of the sample (35 percent) lived with their parents, 57 percent rented, 5 percent lived 
in purchased homes and the remainder were house sitting for family and friends. The 
majority of the sample (91 percent) was pursuing an undergraduate degree and earned 
less than AUD$49,999 from their part-time or full-time jobs.   
First, the 48 items related to the purchase intentions of the Apple iPod (prototypical 
brand) were factor analyzed. The final solution, explaining 67 percent of the variance, 
identified brand familiarity, extrinsic attributes, perceived quality, perceived 
social/physical risk, perceived financial/performance risk, perceived time risk, 
perceived psychological risk and purchase intentions. Then, the 48 items related to the 
purchase intentions of the other brands of MP3 players (me-too brands) were factor 
analyzed. The final solution, also explaining 67 percent of the variance, identified 
brand familiarity, extrinsic attributes, perceived quality, perceived social/physical 
risk, perceived financial/performance risk, perceived time risk and purchase 
intentions. 
 
Confirmatory factor analysis tested the measurement properties of the eight constructs 
related to the Apple iPod (prototypical brand) and the seven constructs related to the 
other brands of MP3 players (me-too brands). As a result, six items were deleted from 
the prototypical brand measures, leaving 29 items, and seven items were deleted from 
the me-too brand measures, leaving 27 items.   
 
Composite reliabilities for the Apple iPod (prototypical brand) and the other brands of 
MP3 players (me-too brands) were 0.89 for self-confidence; 0.61 for perceived 
quality; 0.63 for extrinsic attributes; 0.89 and 0.88 for perceived social/physical risk; 
0.85 and 0.88 for perceived financial/performance risk; 0.81 and 0.86 for perceived 
time risk; 0.74 for perceived psychological risk and 0.84 and 0.83 for purchase 
intentions respectively, suggesting the constructs demonstrated some reliability (Hair 




Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for the Antecedents of Purchase Intentions with 
Gender for the Prototypical and Me-Too Brands 
 
 Prototypical brand Me-too brands 
 Males Females Males Females 
Self-confidence with familiar 
brands 
   4.50 a 
 
   3.76 b 
 
   4.52 a 
 
   3.77 b 
 
















Perceived social/physical risk   2.30 a 
 
   1.92 b 
 
   2.57 a 
 




  3.59 a 
 




4.00   
 




   3.43 a 
 
  3.05 b 
 









   3.46 a 
 
  2.92 b 
 
Sample size 172 171 172 171 
Note: Means denoted by a different subscript letter are significantly different from 
one another (p ≤ 0.05) using independent groups t-tests 
 
Finally, independent groups t-tests were conducted between male and female 
respondents for their differences in responses between the Apple iPod (pioneer brand) 
and the other brands of MP3 players (me-too brands). As can be seen in Table 1, for 
the Apple iPod, males held significantly higher perceived social/physical risk (p ≤ 
0.01) and perceived financial/performance risk (p ≤ 0.05) than females. For the me -
too brands, males also demonstrated significantly higher perceived social/physical 
risk (p ≤ 0.01) and time risk (p ≤ 0.01) than females. However, males had 
significantly higher self-confidence (p ≤ 0.001) in both the Apple iPod and the me-too 
brands, and also higher purchase intentions (p ≤ 0.001) for the me -too brands than 
females.  
 
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS 
Understanding the factors underlying Gen Y’s consumer behavior is important, 
particularly due to their considerable consumption potential and the increasing 
sophistication of marketing brands in the marketplace. Independent groups t-tests 
suggested Gen Y males held significantly higher perceived social/physical and 
financial/performance risks for the Apple iPod and higher perceived social/physical 
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and time risks for the me-too brands. Since Gen Y males spend 1.7 times more on 
technology-related purchases than females (Sullivan and Heitmeyer, 2008), they may 
feel more pressure to make brand choices that blend in with the crowd. However, 
possibly due to the extended time Gen Y males spend on technology-related 
purchases, they also appear to display more self-confidence in the Apple iPod and the 
me-too brands, exhibiting higher purchase intentions for the me-too brands than 
females. 
 
The current study has several limitations. Future research should attempt to determine 
if the findings of the current study are generalizable across various universities in 
Australia and even universities in different parts of the world. A larger sample would 
yield greater ethnic diversity amongst respondents and significantly increase 
understanding. Another issue involves the socio-economic background of the sample. 
Previous research has shown upbringing, formal education and occupational culture 
significantly impact an individual’s consumption practices (Holt, 1998). Respondents 
in the current study may exhibit different consumption patterns as compared to Gen Y 
consumers with less formal education (Martin and Turley, 2004).  
 
Findings from the current study suggest Gen Y males display more self-confidence 
and higher purchase intentions than females. However, this may be attributed to the 
choice of the male-dominated product category in the current study. In subsequent 
research, it would be interesting to explore a female-dominated product category such 
as fashion. Possibly, faced with less information on the product category, Gen Y 
males may display less confidence and lower purchase intentions for fashion brands.  
 
Finally, it has been premised that generational motives for purchasing become 
standardized once a generation reaches a certain age (Dias, 2003). For example, in 10 
years time, mid-Gen Y consumers are expected to exhibit similar motivations for 
purchases as current Gen X consumers. A longitudinal study is needed to either 
validate Dias’ (2003) theory or postulate that Gen Y consumers have unique 
motivators for purchases throughout life; influenced by environmental factors, which 
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